1 I would like to thank A.A. Barrett for his general support and guidance, R. Talbert for providing me with a copy of his article and the anonymous reader who made some useful suggestions. Any remaining errors or omissions are entirely the author"s own. 2 There are obvious parallels between this and Augustus making his stepson, Tiberius, emperor. There is also one major difference: Tiberius was not Augustus" first choice, whereas one of the reasons Claudius married Agrippina in the first place was to be able to offer the popular Nero as a successor. For Livia bringing children into her marriage with Augustus see Suet. Aug. 62.2 & Tib. 4.3 in the latter of which it is described as an attendant (and somewhat surprising) circumstance. Compare this with Tac. Ann. 12.2. Here Nero is used as an argument in favour of Agrippina"s candidacy (At Pallas id maxime in Agrippina laudare, quod Germanici nepotem secum traheret, dignum prorsus imperatoria fortuna: stirpem nobilem et familiae Iuliae Claudiaeque posteros coniungeret). 3 Barrett (1996, 287-88 n.156) lists an incredible 40 scholars who have addressed the question of Claudius" death. Levick (1990, 77) and Barrett (1996, 137-42) , whose discussion is the fullest to date, each offer evidence in support of both death by natural causes and murder. Levick leans slightly toward murder "on balance it looks as if Claudius" departure was brought about by Agrippina rather than due to her good luck". Barrett seems to lean in the opposite direction but refrains from committing himself on "Claudius" passing, whether natural or induced" (142), although earlier he does say "An opportunity for murder finally presented itself" (139). A good example of the standard opinion in favour of murder is Wiedermann CAH 2 p 241 ("On 13 October 54, Claudius suddenly dies after eating mushrooms. His death was most opportune for Agrippina and her son, and the fact that Narcissus happened to be away from the court for a short time seems too convenient to have been fortuitous."). Most recent is Werner Eck (2002, 150) encouraging him to grow up and promising to rectify his earlier promotion of Nero by giving Britannicus the toga virilis earlier than usual "so that the Roman people might finally have a real Caesar" 10 Dio"s version is similar. His reconciliation scene between
Claudius and Britannicus differs only in Claudius" explicit promise to end Agrippina"s power, to allow Britannicus to assume the toga virilis early and to make him heir to the principate. 11 He also expands upon previous accounts by having Claudius" seek out
Britannicus whom Agrippina had purposely kept from him, evidently fearing just such a reconciliation. By comparison, Suetonius suggests that the meeting was chance (obvium sibi Britannicum). Tacitus" version of this vignette contains many of these elements but has two important differences; one is that this encouragement of Britannicus comes from Narcissus, not Claudius. 12 Here, there is also an embrace and a prayer for Britannicus to grow up (which serves as an allusion to Britannicus" upcoming assumption of the toga virilis, there being no specific reference to it). The other significant variation is that, whereas Claudius is looking to Britannicus becoming emperor, Narcissus emphasizes the opportunity Britannicus would have to take revenge on his father"s enemies and his mother"s killers. Contradicting Suetonius, Tacitus says that Claudius had not yet 10 Claud. 43 (obvium sibi Britannicum artius complexus hortatus est, ut cresceret rationemque a se omnium factorum acciperet; . . . Cumque impubi teneroque adhuc, quando statura permitteret, togam dare destinasset, adiecit: "Ut tandem populus R. verum Caesarem habeat"). The palpabale irony here is that Britannicus is not a direct descendant of Augustus either naturally or by adoption and therefore is not a real Caesar while Nero (great-great-grandson) is. Placing such a ludicrous comment in Claudius" mouth is consistent with the character which Suetonius constructs in his biography, but it is not apropos to the situation.
11 Dio 60.34.1 (kaˆ tÒn uƒÕn aÜtoà tÕn BrettanikÕn ™pizhtîn, ™x Ñfqalmîn aÜtù ep…thdej Øp' ™ke…nhj t¦ poll¦ gignÒmenon, Nšrwni . . . p£nta trÒpon peripoioumšnhj tÕ kr£toj, kaˆ ÐpÒte ™ntÚcoi filofrÒnwj sugginÒmenoj, oÜk ½negke tÕ gignÒmenon, ¢ll' ™ke…nhn te katalàsai kaˆ tÕn uƒÕn ™j toÝj ™f»bouj ™sagage‹n kaˆ di£docon tÁj ¢rcÁj ¢pode‹xai pareskeu£zeto).
12 Ann. 12.65.3 (amplecti Britannicum, robur 
aetatis quam maturrimum precari, modo ad deos, modo ad ipsum tendere manus, adolesceret, patris inimicos depellerent, matris etiam interfectores ulcisceretur).
reconciled with Britannicus. He says that Agrippina was unwilling to use a slow poison lest Claudius recognize the plot and renew his affection for his natural son.
13
There are several serious problems with this change of heart which is suggested.
The first is the similarity between this reconciliation and the one rumoured to have taken place between Augustus and Agrippa Postumus just before the former"s death.
Supposedly What is similar is the topos of the emperor"s wife exerting undue influence, a topos which carries on at least as far as Justinian and his wife, Theodora. See Temporini (1978, 157-59) who discusses the parallel between the Agrippina/Claudius/Nero relationship and the Plotina/Trajan/Hadrian relationship as well as how the favor Plotinae which Hadrian received might have influenced Tacitus" portrayal of Livia and Agrippina. There would appear to be sufficient substantive differences to undermine this theory (Plotina was not related to Hadrian, whereas Livia and Agrippina were the mothers of Tiberius and Nero respectively. Also, in the case of Claudius, the emperor by-passed his own son in order to promote Nero whose introduction to the imperial family strengthened and solidified Claudius" own hold on power.) every Julio-Claudian died by foul play. Even Augustus and Tiberius who died at the ages of 76 and 78 respectively were rumoured to have been assassinated.
16
This story is also undermined by the very nature of the communication with Britannicus. What is described is essentially a private meeting between individuals who were never able to record their conversation for posterity. Should such a meeting have taken place, and it is difficult to imagine that Claudius and/or Narcissus did not speak at some time or other to Britannicus, the contents of any conversation could only have been constructed through speculation and then become the fodder for gossip. This supposition is borne out by the variations and accretions which this meeting undergoes. Suetonius has Claudius urging Britannicus to grow up and deciding to give him the toga virilis before he reach the proper age so that the Roman people might have a true Caesar. This is clearly two versions which have been combined. First, Claudius hopes for his son to grow up so that he might be promoted; then he suddenly solves the problem by deciding to bestow the toga virilis upon him at an early age. Dio"s account essentially follows Suetonius" except that he also has Claudius deciding to make Britannicus his heir. He also adds the detail that Agrippina had been keeping Britannicus away from Claudius, thereby explaining why such a meeting had not occurred earlier and increasing Agrippina"s role as manipulator.
Tacitus, as has been noted, excludes Claudius entirely from this meeting, replacing him with Narcissus. This is part of Tacitus" decision to portray Claudius as 16 Tac. Ann. 1.5.1 (gravescere valetudo Augusti et quidam scelus uxoris suspectabant). Livia"s barring access to the ailing Augustus until his death and Tiberius" succession is announced is also identical to Agrippina"s modus opperandi and should therefore excite our disbelief. See Scramuzza (1940, 93 Levick (1990, 76) discusses Britannicus" assumption of the toga virilis and decides, agreeing with Dorey (1966, 155) Levick (1990, 53 & 207 n.6 Griffin (1984, 29) draws no connection between Claudius" consulship and Nero"s assumption of the toga virilis. Levick (1990, 72-3) and Barrett (1996, 117) both note that Claudius" use of the consulship in this way parallels Augustus" similar use when he introduced Gaius and Lucius into public life in 5 and 2 BC respectively. 22 Suet. Claud. 46 (nam et cum consules desigaret, neminem ultra mensem quo obiit designavit). 23 For a discussion of Nero"s assumption of the toga virilis relative to his being designated for the consulship see Levick (1990, 72-73, 210 n.14) . See Barrett (1996, 116) for the suggestion of a pre-March 17 ceremony. It could also be noted that Tacitus notes Nero"s assumption of the toga virilis as the first event of the year which could suggest that the ceremony occurred as early as January 51. 24 For discussions on the promotion of Agrippina and Nero see Levick (1990, 71-75) , Barrett (1996, 108-35 Barrett (1996, 103) refers to these rites as an "embarrassing development". They may have been received badly, but they were likely a deliberate demonstration of Claudius" determination not to allow Eastern practices to infect traditional Roman values. 28 While it is true that Claudius was Germanicus" brother, the political value of this connection does not seem to have been nearly as great as that of being a direct descendant as Agrippina and Nero were. That even Claudius recognized this fact is borne out by his efforts to emphasize his relationship with Germanicus not as his brother but as the foster-father of Agrippina (Suet. Claud. 29.2). 29 Eck (2002, 117) for Claudius" marriage to Agrippina, was closely linked with the emperor"s wife.
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Finally, in 52 Agrippina"s influence was again to be felt in her influence in the appointment of Antonius Felix to the procuratorship of Judaea and his acquittal at the expense of Ventidius Cumanus as well as in her presiding alongside Claudius at the ceremonies for the draining of the Fucine Lake.
36
All evidence clearly shows that Agrippina enjoyed a position as virtual partner in the governing of the Roman empire with Claudius and that this position remained intact throughout the second half of Claudius" reign. One final piece of proof, if such were needed, can be found in the early reign of Nero when Agrippina was displeased when one of Claudius" edicts (the one compelling quaestors designate to produce gladiatorial games) was abrogated. 37 This demonstration of loyalty to the deceased emperor is all the more noteworthy in that the edict in question was passed while Claudius was still married 35 The fact that Burrus had been procurator for Livia and Tiberius, before fulfilling that role for Claudius, (ILS 1321) strongly suggests that his ties would have been with Claudius rather than Agrippina who, at this point in time had only been a member of Claudius" household for two years. Given Tiberius" unfriendly attitude towards the family of Germanicus, it would be more likely that Burrus would not have been well disposed toward Agrippina. With regard to Vitellius, it does not matter whether the marriage was at the instigation of Claudius or Agrippina. What matters is that Vitellus openly supported the marriage in the senate, thereby aligning himself with Agrippina. 36 For Agrippina"s influence in support of Antonius Felix see The two accounts are at variance. According to Tacitus when the disturbance broke out between the Jews and Samaritans, Cumanus and Felix were jointly in charge of the province, the governor of Syria, Ummidius Quadratus was appointed to resolve the dispute and Felix was not only acquitted, but also sat among the judges while Cumanus was convicted. Josephus represents the dispute as being between Cumanus and the Samaritans on the one hand and the Jews on the other. It is only by the intercession of Agrippina (at the behest of Agrippa II) that Claudius decided to exile Cumanus. In both versions, Agrippina"s influence can be seen, explicitly so in Jospehus" account which is also the more believable. For the opening of the Fucine Lake see Tac to Messalina. 38 Agrippina was not merely defending the decisions made by Claudius over which she may have had some influence, she was defending the entire reign of
Claudius. This would suggest that her loyalty was to her husband, rather than to herself which, in turn, makes Agrippina an unlikely murderer. Had Claudius begun to have misgivings about his marriage to Agrippina, it is difficult to imagine Agrippina remaining so loyal. Agrippina"s loyalty is also to be expected given the close connection that
Claudius created between himself and his niece when he repeatedly referred to her as his foster-daughter. 39 Had she been so inclined, Agrippina could have joined those who snickered behind their hands at some of the aspects of Claudius" reign. 40 She chose not to.
As much as Agrippina was honoured and promoted throughout Claudius" reign, Nero enjoyed honours and promotion, especially political, which were even more extensive. 41 In the same year that Claudius married Agrippina, he betrothed his daughter, Octavia, to the then Lucius Domitius Ahenobarbus. 42 In the next year Claudius adopted Nero into the Claudian gens, the first time anyone had ever been so adopted. 43 Apart 38 On Agrippina"s loyalty to Claudius" reign after his death see Barrett (1996, 98 Griffin (1984, 29-30) who believes that Claudius "astonished" when he adopted Nero. Levick (1990, 70-75) catalogues the honours which formed Nero"s promotion, suggesting that Claudius" position was too weak for him to rely on the seven year old Britannicus. Not included in the discussion of the promotion of Nero is the selection of Seneca as tutor to Nero. It is difficult to truly appreciate whose decision this was given Claudius" distaste for the man and Agrippina"s distaste for philosophy. The central position of Nero in Claudius" decision to marry Agrippina is suggested by a coinage issue which depicts Agrippina and has the legend AGRIPP AUG CLAUD NERONIS CAES MATER (BMC Emp. 1 200f). Even before Nero"s accession, Agrippina was defined not only by her relationship to the emperor as Claudius" wife, but also by her relationship to Nero. It would seem that he was more important than she was. 42 Tac. Ann. 12.9.1 (qua oraretur Claudius despondere Octaviam Domitio) , Suet. Claud. 27.2 (Octaviam Neroni privigno suo collocavit). Levick (1990, 71) notes the precedent offered by Augustus" betrothing his daughter, Julia, first to Marcellus and later to Tiberius. See also Barrett (1996, 105-06 Barrett (1996, 116-18 57 In Dio this culminates in a proclamation to the people and letter to the senate both by Claudius that Nero was ready to assume the administration of the empire (60.33.10; ¢nšpeise tÕn KlaÚdion tù te d»mJ ™k prografÁj dhlîsai kaˆ tÍ gerous…v ™piste‹lai Óti, k¨n aÜtÕj ¢poq£noi, Ð Nšrwn t¦ koin¦ ƒkanÕj ½dh ™stˆ dioikiün). creating a dual succession. 58 The entire purpose in marrying Agrippina and adopting Nero was to create stability for his own reign after the debacle surrounding the "Fall of Messallina" with the senators and equestrians who were involved in that. 59 Every covert act on Claudius" part was in support of Agrippina and Nero, promoting the former as his partner and the latter as his successor. This policy had been successful for five years and nothing had occurred to cause Claudius to make even a slight alteration let alone a fundamental change such as replacing Nero in the succession with Britannicus. There was no motive for Agrippina and, in fact, she had good reason to want Claudius to live longer than he did. Nero"s apprenticeship still lacked one vital element, field experience leading an army.
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Another argument supporting the theory that Claudius was murdered is the fact that Narcissus was conveniently out of Rome when Claudius died. According to Tacitus Narcissus decided to devote his life to Claudius" safety when he realized that he had no future under Nero. 61 Agrippina seemed to feel it was unsafe to make an attempt on Claudius" life while Narcissus was nearby to keep watch and either waited until the freedman went to Sinuessa in Campania (according to Tacitus) or sent him there herself 58 The precedent for creating a dual succession was considerable but would not have encouraged Claudius to follow. Tiberius" leaving Caligula and Tiberius Gemellus as co-heirs was a disaster and Claudius tended to avoid following Tiberius with whom he had had such a poor relationship. Augustus had set Gaius and Lucius as co-heirs early in his reign and Tiberius and Germanicus towards the end. Neither of these precedents are particularly on point. Gaius and Lucius were brothers while Tiberius and Germanicus were not planned to be concurrent heirs but consecutive since Germanicus was Tiberius" heir. 59 See n. 30. 60 This proved to be one of the principle reason"s for the premature end to Nero"s reign. He seemed to have a complete disregard for the army (Griffth 1984, 185) . 61 Tac. Ann. 12.65.1 (verum ita de se meritum Caesarem, ut vitam usui eius inpenderet). For a discussion of this difficult passage see Aveline (2000, 126-27) . Barrett (1996, 140) shows proper skepticism regarding the contradiction inherent in the idea that Narcissus would have been aware of Claudius" change of mind and yet would still have absented himself from Rome during such a critical moment in imperial household politics.
(Dio"s version). 62 This is supposedly borne out by Narcissus" murder coming so soon after Claudius".
63
As with Claudius" death, there is no independent evidence that Narcissus was murdered. It is only the assumption that Claudius was murdered which supports the theory that Narcissus was also murdered. On the other hand, we know that Narcissus" health was not particularly good. 
. itaque quamvis podagricus esset)
. Seneca, of course, portrays Narcissus" death as being from natural causes rather than murder. Exactly how soon Narcissus died after Claudius is somewhat obscure. Seneca (Apoc. 13.2 makes the joke that Narcissus was "nitidus, ut erat a balineo", implying that Narcissus was in Sinuessa when he died, Sinuessa being known for the restorative power of its waters. On the other hand, Seneca also has Narcissus refer to Mercury and Claudius as "di" as if he knew that Claudius had been deified. See Pack (1943, 150-51 Pack (1943, 151) , Levick (1990, 77) , Barrett (1996, 141-42 Pack (1943, 150-51) .
Claudius was murdered. In fact, it is more logical to view the actions and fate of Narcissus as supporting the theory that Claudius died of natural causes.
Later comments by Nero and Domitian are also offered as proof that Claudius was killed by poisoned mushrooms. Nero"s seems to be the most damning and are recalled by Suetonius and Dio. Nero was said to have referred to mushrooms as the food of the gods since it was by eating one that Claudius became a god. 66 Suetonius and Dio use this as proof of either Nero"s knowledge of Claudius" murder (Suetonius) or his actual involvement (Dio). There is also the fear of mushrooms which Domitian suffered and which his father, Vespasian, derided. 67 This is interpreted as an allusion to Claudius" murder and the lesson learned by the unpopular Domitian that murder by poisoning was a real threat and that mushrooms had been the vehicle for such an act once before. This does not necessarily follow. In neither case is any mention made of poison being added to mushrooms. In fact, it is the mushrooms themselves which are viewed as the active element. It is much more logical to take these comments as referring to mushrooms which are naturally poisonous, rather than to non-toxic mushrooms which are tampered with. In the case of Nero"s joke the question has to be raised whether Nero would joke about the death of Claudius if it had been a murder. If Claudius had been poisoned we would expect Nero to be especially circumspect. Such a joke implies that, at the time of its telling, there were no awkward feelings or suspicions concerning Claudius" death.
There was also the infamous banquet at which several people including Annaeus Serenus Barrett (1996, 141) suggests that Nero"s joke supported the theory that the mushroom eaten by Claudius was naturally poisonous. 67 Suet. Dom. 14.1 (pater quoque super cenam quondam fungis abstinentem palam irriserat). Barrett (1996, 141) interprets Domitian"s fear as stemming from naturally poisonous mushrooms.
died after eating naturally poisonous mushrooms.
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These three anecdotes about mushrooms would all seem to suggest that if it were mushrooms which killed Claudius they were naturally toxic ones, not poisoned by human agency. We shall see other evidence which also points us in the same direction.
Finally, the suppression of Claudius" will is cited as suggesting that Agrippina was involved in some underhanded machinations of which this was the one covert act.
The inference which has been made is that Claudius had recently changed his will in a way that brought Britannicus into greater prominence at Nero"s expense. 69 As has been shown, there is no reason to believe that Claudius ever even contemplated such a move.
It would have been a practical impossibility to divide the vast estates which the princeps now held throughout the empire. We should also be careful about assuming that merely because the will was not read that its provisions were not honoured. Two other wills which were suppressed or ignored have their fates described in different terms by Suetonius. Livia"s will is said to have been suppressed (suppresserat) and void (irrito) and Tiberius" will is described in similar terms (inrita, abolito). 70 It is expressly stated that these wills were not legally followed but that their bequests were honoured out of the Barrett (1996, 141) notes the significance of this event for considering possibility that Claudius was killed by a naturally poisonous mushroom. Such an incident is a much better explanation for Domitian"s fear ofmushrooms 69 Tac. Ann. 12.69.3 
(testamentum tamen haud recitatum, ne antepositus filio privignus iniuria et invidia animos vulgi turbaret)
. Levick (1990, 78) believes that the will made Nero and Britannicus joint heirs and that this was the reason it was not read, basing her supposition on Claudius last speech before the senate in which he commended both of his sons to their care, Suet. Claud. 46 (in senatu, cui novissime interfuit, multum ad concordiam liberos suos cohortatus, utriusque aetatem suppliciter patribus commendavit). Barrett (1996, 139 ) notes the will as "one practical development . . . as a result of Claudius" supposed change of heart". 70 generosity of the princeps. On the other hand, Suetonius does not say that Claudius" will was suppressed or made void. Given that he notes this for Livia"s and Tiberius" wills, it should be expected that he would inform his reader if Claudius" will had suffered the same fate. A will"s suppression is very different from its not being read, which is what Tacitus says happened to Claudius" will. Tacitus actually suggests that Claudius" will was not read because its provisions were entirely in Nero"s favour and that there was fear that this would create ill-will among the people. 71 It seems highly unlikely that after several years in which Britannicus was consistently relegated to the background while Nero was constantly favoured by Claudius, there would be sudden concern about this final show of preference on the part of Claudius. What is more unlikely is that Tacitus would pass up an opportunity to cast Agrippina in an even more sinister light by having her alter Claudius" wishes by suppressing the will. Whatever the will"s contents, the fact that an historian as hostile to Agrippina as Tacitus assumed that Claudius" will completely favoured Nero is yet another a strong argument that Claudius" favour for Nero never waned.
So it would seem that none of the arguments offered in support of the theory that Claudius was murdered is able to hold up to scrutiny. Under close analysis most of these arguments either evaporate or are actually turned against themselves and support the theory that Claudius died of natural causes. If this were all the evidence we have which relates to Claudius" death, we would have to admit that murder was unlikely. There is, however, considerable evidence which can be put forward to support the theory that 71 Levick (1990, 78) believes that Tacitus got this wrong, logically reasonable, but it still begs the question of why Tacitus records the reasons he does for Claudius" will not being read.
misadventure, caused by the accidental ingestion of naturally poisonous mushrooms.
To begin with there is the relatively poor health of Claudius to consider. Before he became emperor he had suffered from serious ailments as a child and young man which mainly affected his motor control. The most compelling diagnosis offered to explain his symptoms is that of dystonia. 72 Although Suetonius says that his health was good after he became emperor except for bouts of indigestion which nearly drove him to suicide, Claudius" lifestyle was not conducive to good health. 73 Apart from his custom to eat and drink to excess, he sat as a judge for cases during the summer months when Rome was at its most unhealthy and those who could left the city. 74 There are also the two facts which have already been presented; that Claudius had been so ill the year before that Nero vowed games for his recovery and that 54 seems to have been such an unhealthy year that one sitting member of each magistracy died within the span of a few months.
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That Claudius should fall ill and die in such a climate should be expected rather than surprising.
72 Suet. Claud. 2.1-2, 3.2, , Dio 60.2.1-4. Levick (1990, 13) favours the diagnosis that Claudus suffered some sort of cerebral palsy with spasticity. Valente (2002, 394-95) (™pet…qento d' aÜtù oen te to‹j pÒtoij m£lista kaˆ ™n ta‹j m…xesi. p¢nu g¦r ¢pl»stwj ¢mfotšroij sf…si prosškeito). For his custom of trying cases during the summer months see Suet.
Claud. 23.1 (rerum actum divisium antea in hibernos aestivosque menses coniunxit). Pack (1943, 150-51) , Barrett (1996, 141-42) . 75 Claudius" illness in 53 is overlooked by Valente (2002, 392) who says that Claudius "the patient had enjoyed reasonably good health for over a decade." Pack (1943, 150-51) , Barrett (1996, 135) . Bagnani (1946, 15 ) makes a great deal out of the Claudius" illness in 53, pointing out that Agrippina nursed Claudius during this time and could have gotten rid of him then by simple neglect.
The very descriptions of the murder undermine their own credibility by their variant details and the trend exhibited through which greater detail is added as the story is retold. There are, essentially, two versions of Claudius" murder. One is that Claudius was poisoned by his taster, Halotus, while dining with the priests on the citadel. 76 The other is that he was poisoned by Agrippina while dining at home. This second version is subject to numerous variations and accretions. Suetonius says that Agrippina poisoned
Claudius with a dish of mushrooms, his favourite food, and that he either died after spending the night in severe pain and unable to speak or that he passed out, threw up and then was given a second dose of poison, administered by gruel or an enema. Suet. Claud. 44.2-3. Townend (1960, 109-110) discusses the sources Suetonius used and concludes that Pliny relayed the version in which Agrippina acted with Locusta whereas Cluvius Rufus was the source of the story that Halotus poisoned Claudius" drink. He goes on to note that Tacitus combined these two accounts into one. 78 and eats from the others. 79 These accounts, taken individually or as a group, are highly improbable and should arouse considerable suspicion in the reader. In the case of Dio there is the added detail of how Agrippina so cleverly attempted to avert suspicion from the poisoning by eating from the same dish as Claudius. This detail smacks of the type of addition which is made to a story to enhance its verisimilitude or make entertainment value. It is emblematic of a piece of gossip which is circulated and embellished, rather than the description of an event told from knowledge.
Suetonius" multiple versions show just to what extent gossip circulated concerning Claudius" death. There is no agreement as to where Claudius was when he was poisoned (the citadel or at home), who administered the poison (Halotus or Agrippina), or whether he died of that first dose or had to be poisoned a second time.
Even this second poisoning invites speculation as to how the poison was administered.
Also, even if one of the versions Suetonius offers were the correct one (and Suetonius does not favour any one variation), the majority of what he writes would have to be wrong. What these variations demonstrate is that observers outside the family saw Claudius fall ill or pass out and be taken from the dining area to his private chambers.
All other details are the products of speculation, in some cases quite ludicrous speculation. It has been pointed out, for example, that poison cannot effectively be administered through an enema.
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Tacitus" description is obviously a synthesis of the variations paraded by Suetonius and therefore suspicious since the historian does not question whether Claudius 79 Dio 60.34.2-3. He also notes that the one poisoned mushroom was the biggest and finest of all. This is reminiscent of the apple which Sleeping Beauty eats, a purely dramatic act that pushes Dio"s version further into the realm of invention. 80 Barrett (1996, 141). was poisoned but merely attempts, rather unsuccessfully, to render an account which explains the existence of the numerous variations by accommodating them all. This also serves to undermine. An expert poisoner is consulted to provide the perfect poison but her choice is a failure. 81 Halotus is brought into the story in all likelihood to explain why he survived Claudius" poisoning.
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His survival would have been more noticeable because of his later elevation to a procuratorship under Galba.
83
Agrippina"s involvement of Xenophon is difficult to understand if she already had an expert poisoner.
In the actual event, as Tacitus tells it, the physician was needed to administer the final lethal poison, but surely Agrippina would not have assumed she would need the services of a doctor. Bringing him in on a plot would only increase the chances of its detection.
There is also the question of whether someone who enjoyed so much imperial favour as Xenophon would take part in an assassination plot of his benefactor. And Claudius bestowed favour upon not only Xenophon but also several members of his family. 84 The need for Xenophon"s involvement in the plot is due to Tacitus" inclusion of a temporary recovery which is in accord with one of Suetonius" versions. This does not mean that it is more credible. A period of recovery before the onset of death was considered a sign of 81 Barrett (1996, 140-41) questions Locusta"s ability given the result. 82 Townend (1960, 110) this is the case, we need to be extremely cautious. All of the later versions could well stem from the polymath who was very hostile to Agrippina and so was disposed to believe any story which blackened her.
One final aspect to the story which strongly argues against a plot to poison Claudius is that Agrippina was obviously unprepared for Claudius" death. 87 Both Tacitus and Suetonius say that the announcement of the death was delayed so that matters could be arranged for Nero"s accession. 88 Elaborate measures were taken to make it appear as 85 Germanicus also had a short period of recovery before succumbing (Tac. Ann. 2.71.1; Caesar paulisper ad spem erectus). The concern regarding Claudius" becoming aware of his being slowly poisoned as well as the attention paid as to whether he spoke or not after suffering his first attack could well refer back to Germanicus" death. In his case, the slow poison supposedly used gave him ample opportunity to realize what was being done to him, identify his killer and even give a death speech. 86 Scramuzza (1940, 93) , Barrett (1996, 140) . The first surviving accusation of Agrippina appears in Octavia, datable to just after 68. Pliny"s Natural History was published less than ten years later in 77. Bagnani suggests that Seneca was the ultimate source of the accusation against Agrippina. The source may even have been Agrippina the Younger herself who, according to Tacitus (Ann. 13.14) had no qualms about advertising that Nero was princeps "per iniurias matris" and "suum veneficium." These "confessions" of Agrippina may even have appeared in her memoirs written, according to Wilkes (1972, 181) , who follows Furneaux, between 54 and 59. Her motives within the narrative to undermine Nero"s position compel a certain amount of skepticism. We also need to take Tacitus" motives into account. Such an assertion by Agrippina provides the psychologically satisfying confession by the "guilty" party and re-inforces Tacitus" belief that Nero is not the proper emperor in the face of Britannicus, the natural son. See O"Gorman (2000, 106-07) on senatorial history as focussing on the "discarded rivals". 87 Barrett (1996, 98) Pack (1943, 150) believes that consideration should be given to the reasons for delay offered by Tacitus and Suetonius. The announcement of Augustus" death was also said to have been delayed. Tacitus (Ann. 1.5) claims Livia was responsible for this deception in order to prepare things for a smooth succession whereas Suetonius though Claudius were still alive. The senate made vows for the emperor"s safety.
Tacitus says that Claudius" body was kept warm, access to the emperor was cut off by pickets and periodic announcements were made on Claudius" purported condition.
Suetonius claims that the call for comedians, referred to in the Apocolocyntosis, was a ruse to give the impression that Claudius was still alive. All of this was to allow for arrangements which Suetonius does not detail at all and which Tacitus describes only as the preparation of the Praetorian Guard. 89 The problem is that these preparations were not entirely effective. Even with the guard prepared and Burrus cueing them, there were still some praetorians who looked for Britannicus, showing that any arrangements were incomplete.
90
This suggests that Agrippina was not prepared in advance to make arrangements for Nero"s accession which she certainly would have been had she murdered Claudius. 91 The fact that Agrippina felt compelled to keep Britannicus, Octavia and Antonia out of sight until Nero"s accession was confirmed is also significant. 92 Agrippina"s actions suggest that she perceived the natural offspring as a threat, a focal point around which any opposition to Nero might rally. Any delay in the announcement of Claudius" death and accession of Nero would only provide such an opposition a window of opportunity and it could be argued that only a small window would suffice. The accession of Claudius only took a few hours to start and a day to complete. 93 Had
Agrippina known in advance of Claudius" death, as a murderer would have, she surely would have ensured that arrangements were made before Claudius breathed his last. In the event she had to occupy herself with keeping the natural children out of the way, especially Britannicus.
94
Two naturally poisonous mushrooms have been suggested as being the culprits in Claudius" death. Amanita Phalloides, more commonly known as Death Cap, was first suggested in 1960 by Robert Graves and most recently supported by This species of mushroom has, as part of its pathology, a recovery period seems to fit with the recovery Claudius enjoyed as described by both Suetonius and Tacitus. The difficulty is that amanite poisoning takes much longer than a single day to have its terminal effect. Grimm-Samuel says that the time between ingestion and death can be three to ten days. Eight to twenty-fours after ingestion of the toxin, a person suffers vomiting and diarrhea for one to two days. This is followed by a twelve to twenty-four period when the person shows improvement. The symptoms of liver and kidney damage then set in and the person soon dies. 96 The difficulty is that this does not match the course of Claudius" death, as Barrett points out. 97 He notes that such a long latent period 93 Admittedly Claudius" accession was in the face of a power vacuum, after the murder of Caligula whereas Nero was well established as the heir apparent. 94 One could well question why Nero"s wife would be kept in the background, since she should be considered an asset to Nero"s accession rather than a complication. 95 Graves (1960) . Grimm-Samuel (1991, 178-82) . 96 http://www.vetpharm.unizh.ch/giftdb/pflanzen/0006_vet.htm; consulted 3/14/01. 97 Barrett (1996, 288 n.164 ) discusses the scholarship on amanita phalloides as the possible mushroom which poisoned Claudius. The main difficulty is the long latent period between ingestion and the first symptoms. Grimm-Samuel fits the long pathology into the account by suggesting that Claudius was means that Claudius must have eaten the poisoned mushroom during a snack some time before the banquet of October 12 at which time he must have eaten mushrooms yet again.
This is not such a great co-incidence given that Claudius" favourite food was mushrooms.
What is a greater difficulty is that amanita phalloides are extremely toxic, a single mushroom is lethal. As noted the initial latent period can be as long as twenty-four hours and this would probably have been the case with Claudius. He would thus have eaten the lethal mushroom during dinner the previous day and it would have been a most extraordinary co-incidence for him to be the only victim. One would have expected a scene like the one in which Serenus and his dining companions were all killed.
There is, however, a better suggestion which has been offered and which does not require the same ingenuity. Valente has recently diagnosed Claudius with dystonia and identified a mushroom, amanita muscarea, as the likely culprit. 98 This mushroom does not contain sufficient amounts of the toxin, muscarine, to be fatal in normal circumstances, but Dr. Valente suggests that a previous medical condition such as dystonia could amplify the effects of muscarine to the point that it could be fatal. 99 This explains why only Claudius was affected by the mushrooms since only he was medically sensitive to the toxin they contained.
To sum up. None of the arguments used to support the theory that Claudius was murdered are able to stand up to close scrutiny. Agrippina had no motive to kill Claudius and it can even be argued that it was in her and Nero"s best interest that Claudius live a actually ill for a number of days and that this has been compressed into a single day. Given Claudius" age and metabolism, made sluggish by his lifestyle, we should expect that the toxin would take longer than average to work its way through his system. 98 Bagnani (1946, 18) notes amanita muscaria as a possible naturally poisonous mushroom but discounts it as not matching the symptoms Claudius suffered. 99 Valente (2002, 396) his final diagnosis is "acquired (secondary) dystonia, probably congenital, and acute (fatal) cholinergic mushroom poisoning complicated by either dystonic crisis or pulmonary aspiration." few years longer until Nero take up the consulship and earn some military experience.
There was no chance that Britannicus would be considered as a potential successor and so Nero"s position was unassailable. All other attendant circumstances also argue against murder. On the other hand, a mushroom has been proposed which is only fatal to someone with a pre-existing medical condition such as Claudius is suggested to have had.
On October 12, 54 at a dinner party at his home a dish of amanita muscarina were served. Although a number of people ate them, only Claudius, suffering as he did from dystonia, was made seriously ill. During the night Claudius died, but the announcement of his death was delayed until at least some arrangements, not previously prepared, could be made for Nero"s accession.
100
100 It is interesting to note that no one has thought to question Claudius" recovery during the night. It is highly probable that this recovery was part of the regular announcements made by Agrippina to help maintain the fiction that Claudius was still alive and fighting his illness.
